FRENCH  POLITICAL  THOUGHT
It is easy, of course, to see the weak points in Michelet's
crowd-worship. To identify the voice of the people with the
voice of God may be a convenient fiction of practical politics,
failing a voice that could be more satisfactorily identified
with the Divine, but it will not bear criticism either as an
ultimate principle or as a canon of historical interpretation.
This conception of popular infallibility has led Michelet to
justify the unjustifiable — such as the prison massacres of
September 1792, the murder of men like Foulon and Berthier,
whose sole crime was to be unpopular, the wanton burning
down of country houses, to take a few instances in the re-
volutionary period alone. It is impossible to agree with the
contention that " the instinct of the people may be obscure
but is sure," and that the historian's duty is "to accept the
verdict of the popular conscience, and then to use scientific
methods to discover the causes of that verdict." Crowds do
err, and that nearly always when they run to an extreme;
and the best that can be said for Michelet's historical method
is that it enabled him to shed much light on those periods of
history where the people tended to take things in their own
hands; he certainly restored to the Paris mob its share of
responsibility, for good or evil, in many a critical occasion.
Maurras, the modern incarnation of Maistre, points out
with truth that Michelet, whom he naturally detests, " thought
with his heart rather than with his brain " and lost all sense
of reality in his love of " abstractions and capital letters." l
The criticism is not without truth, and can be countered only
by the remark that the cold intellectualism of both Liberalism
and Conservatism was driving the country to revolution, and
that it was not a bad thing to face the opportunism of the
governing classes by an assertion that Truth and Justice are
realities that cannot be ignored and not merely abstractions.
For the rest, Michelet would be well content to stand or fall
by his assertion, repeated in every conceivable form, that
" democracy means above all friendship "—i.e. is a matter of
the heart rather than the brain. A final verdict on Michelet
must be ultimately determined by one's own views as to the
1 In Romantisme et Revolution.
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